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ABSTRACT
The writing test scores of linguistically and
culturally diverse students in Southeast Florida have
been consistently lower than those of mainstream
students. This quantitative, experimental study
investigated the effects of the Power Writing
(Hamilton, 1997) strategy on the writing test scores
of fourth-grade Hispanic and Haitian ESOL students.
Four null hypotheses were tested: (a) There is no
significant difference between the pretest and
posttest scores of the experimental group.

( b ) There

is no significant difference between the posttest
scores of the experimental and control groups.

(c)

There is no significant difference between the scores
of the Hispanic and Haitian students.

(d) There is no

significant difference in how the evaluators scored
the tests.

The sample was comprised of 48

demographically matched students from two county
schools, with 12 Hispanic and 12 Haitian students in
each group.
The 8-week intervention of instruction in Power
Writing was administered to the experimental group
only, in three 50-minute sessions per week as part of

the regular curriculum.

The control group received

only the regular curriculum.
Data analyses were performed with the Wilcoxin
Signed Rank tests and Mann-Whitney Wilcoxin Test.
Results showed that the experimental group posttest
were significantly higher than the pretests
(Hypothesis 1). Results further showed a
statistically significant difference in the posttest
scores of the two groups, with the experimental
group's median scores a full point higher (Hypothesis
2).

Results additionally showed no significant

difference between the writing test scores of the
Hispanic and Haitian students, indicating that Power
Writing, the independent variable, affected the scores
(Hypothesis 3).

Finally, results showed that three of

the four evaluatorsr scores were consistent at the 95%
confidence level.

Only the experimental posttests

showed a significant difference (Hypothesis 4).
Thus, this study showed that the Power Writing
teaching strategy had a significant impact on the
writing test scores of fourth-grade Hispanic and
Haitian ESOL students.

It was concluded that this

strategy is an effective instructional practice for
improving the writing skills and test scores of the
iii

Hispanic and Haitian ESOL elementary population.
Based on these findings, recommendations for practice
and further research were suggested.
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION
Throughout the United States, the Hispanic and
Haitian populations have dramatically increased, as a
result of many political, economic, and social
factors. These include relief from oppression,
pursuit of better economic and educational
opportunities, and recent U.S. Immigration laws, such
as the Haitian Relief Immigration Fairness Act of
1988.

This Act permits Haitian refugees living in the

U.S. continuously since December 1995 to apply for
permanent U.S. residency, including spouses and
children (Colavecchio, 2000).

Thus, numerous public

school districts nationwide are currently experiencing
a significant influx of linguistically and culturally
diverse students (Feinberg & Morencia, 1998).
Background of the Problem
The school district at which this study was
conducted, a large district in Southeast Florida,
reflects this national trend.

In this district, the

Hispanic and Haitian populations have expanded
substantially in the last decade.

The 2000 Census

indicates that the Hispanic population has more than
doubled since 1990, and Hispanics now comprise
12.4% of the total population (Bierman, 2001). The
Haitian population in this county is approximately
13,000, and county leaders believe this figure could
be as high as 50,000 if undocumented Haitian
residents are recorded (Colavecchio, 2000) .
The increase in these diverse populations
significantly impacts the elementary school system in
this district.

In the last 5 years, the number of

Hispanic elementary students served increased from
9,756 to 13,185, or 75%. The rise in Haitian students
was even more dramatic, from 5,000 in 1991 to 10,000
in 2000, a 200% increase (Colavecchio, 2000).

For the

2001-2002 school year, it is estimated that between
1,200 and 2,000 new Hispanic students and between
1,000 and 5,000 new Haitian students will enroll at
various public schools in the district (Colaveccchio,
2000).
Most of these students are not fluent in speaking
English or proficient in writing English (Palm Beach
County School District, 2001).

Such students are

generally placed in special school English programs,
English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL), and
these students are designated as Limited English
Proficient (LEP).

There are over 18,000

LEP students enrolled in this district, which has the

third largest LEP population in the state.

Further,

the growth rate of LEP students is 12% per year, twice
the growth rate of the non-LEP student population.

In

addition, as the LEP population has grown, in the last
decade a number of important legal cases have been
tried around the issues of the educational rights and
comprehensible instruction for LEP students (e.g.,
Lulac v. State Board of Education et al., 1990).
These cases, reviewed in more detail in Chapter 11,
further emphasize the need for addressing the
instructional needs of these students.
Statement of the Problem
The English deficiencies of the LEP students have
become more evident in the last decade.

In 1990, the

Florida legislature mandated a statewide student
writing assessment, with the Florida Writing
Assessment Program.

The purpose of this action was

to expand statewide assessment, as well as to appraise

higher-order, critical thinking skills.

This

assessment is comprised of a five-paragraph essay,
which the student writes in either narrative or
expository style.
In 2000, the Florida Writing Assessment Program
was incorporated into the Florida Comprehensive
Assessment Test (FCAT), and this is now referred to as
the FCAT Writing

Assessment (Florida Department of

Testing and Evaluation, 2000).

Professional

evaluators score all student essays, which are scored
on a seven-point 0-6 holistic rubric scale (see
Appendix A).

According to state standards, a minimum

score of 3 is necessary for pupil progression
standards in writing and promotion to the next grade
level.

The FCAT Writing Assessment is indeed, as Kohn

(2000) notes, a "high stakes" testing method (p. 14).
Results of the 2000 FCAT administration in the
district showed that 89% of the fourth-grade White
students scored 3.0, in contrast to 73% of the
Hispanic students and 63% of the Haitian students
(Palm Beach County Gold Report, 2001).

The effects of

such underachievement are far-reaching. Research
reveals that by the time most minority students in
the U.S. enter the eighth grade, they are performing
one grade level or more below what is considered to
be normal academic achievement rates (Garcia, 1999).
Further, the dropout rate of minority
students throughout the U.S. is two to three times
the rate of White students (Garcia, 1999). The
average dropout rate of this district in the last 5
years is 5.0%. In the district under study, the
current minority dropout rate is 4.24%.

Elevated

dropout and deficient FCAT scores among the minority
population indicate that instructional practices must
be modified to meet these students' needs.
Although the district is currently addressing
this minority dropout rate with intervention programs
such as Drop Out Prevention (DOP), these programs do
not appear effective enough to decrease the high
dropout rate of these students. The present study was
undertaken to assess the effectiveness of an
instructional strategy that would specifically address
the deficient writing skills of the district's
Hispanic and Haitian students.

Purpose of the Study
Thus, the purpose of this study was to
investigate whether implementation of a specialized
writing strategy, Power Writing (Hamilton, 1997),
would significantly increase the writing test scores
of elementary Haitian and Hispanic ESOL students. A
quantitative, experimental design was employed; the
intervention was delivered to the experimental group
only, with pretests and posttests administered to both
the experimental and control groups.
Research Questions
Four research questions were framed for this
study:

1. Is there a significant difference in the
writing pretest and posttest scores of the
experimental group?

2. Is there a significant difference between the
writing posttest scores of the experimental group
and the control group?
3. Is there a significant difference between the

writing test scores of the Hispanic and Haitian
students?

4. Is there a significant difference in how the
evaluators scored the writing tests?
Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were derived from the
research questions.

The hypotheses are stated in null

form because, as Gay (1996) observes, "rejection of a
null hypothesis is more conclusive support for a
positive research hypothesis" than acceptance of a
research hypothesis (p. 470) .

1. There is no significant difference in the
writing pretest and posttest scores of the
experimental group.

2. There is no significant difference between the
writing posttest scores of the experimental group
and the control group.
3. There is no significance difference between

the writing test scores of the Hispanic and Haitian
students.
4. There is no significant difference in how the
evaluators scored the writing tests.

Significance of the Study
This study may be significant in several ways for
ESOL students, teachers, administrators, and
researchers. If the Power Writing intervention is found
to have a significant positive effect on the writing
test scores of fourth-grade Hispanic and Haitian ESOL
students, they will have a greater possibility of
promotion and continuation in the proper grade
sequence.

They may also benefit from the writing

skills they have learned, and transfer this knowledge
to the requirements of higher grade levels. With
greater written English proficiency, students should be
less at risk for dropout and repeated grade levels, and
they should acquire better tools for academic
achievement throughout their school life.
For teachers, success of the Power Writing
strategy would indicate that there is a procedure for
helping ESOL students in a relatively short time to
improve their written skills.

Implementation of this

strategy in the classroom could assist teachers to
prepare students not only to score the minimum scores

necessary on the FCAT for promotion but also to apply
writing skills successfully in the range of classroom
activities.
For school administrators, if Power Writing has a
positive effect on these students, administrators
could arrange for implementation of this strategy
across the ESOL K-5 elementary curriculum to improve
students' writing abilities.

Moreover, since training

of teachers in the Power Writing strategy can be
accomplished in 1-2 days (Hamilton, 1997), district
managers and administrators could authorize schoolwide teacher training for helping ESOL students at all
grade levels.
For educational researchers, results of this
study may contribute to the body of knowledge on
effective and comprehensible instruction for ESOL
students. Many techniques have been designed and
implemented; however, few have been found highly
effective, especially for improvement of FCAT scores
(Garcia, 1999; Young, Arroyo,

&

Brown, 1994) .

In

addition, although the Power Writing strategy has
been in existence for over 20 years (Hamilton, 1997;

Sparks, 1982), very little empirical research has been
conducted on its effectiveness.

The present study

should help fill this gap as well as add to the
research on short-term, appropriate interventions to
help ESOL students improve their English test scores
and writing ability.
Scope of the Study
The scope of this study is limited to a sample of
the ESOL student population in one elementary school
district in Southeast Florida.

This district was

selected because of its high percentage of ESOL
students and growth rate of this population (Palm
Beach County School District, 1995). The Power Writing
intervention was chosen because of the researcher's
familiarity with this strategy in her capacity as an
ESOL coordinator for a large inner-city school in this
district.

Although Power Writing has not been widely

used in this district, she has studied and observed
its effectiveness in other school districts across the
country with similar populations (Hamilton, 1997,
2000).

Limitations
This study was limited by several factors.
First, the sample was a small one, although adequate
for quantitative, experimental research (Gay, 1996).
Second, the study was conducted in a single
geograhical area, which could limit generalizability
to other areas.

Third, the study assessed only

fourth-grade ESOL students, so that generalization
must be made cautiously about applicability to ESOL
students in other grades.
Definition of Terms
Conventions. These are the commonly accepted
rules of Standard American English.
English Language Development. (ELD). This term
describes not only students' developmental and
expected progression in learning English, but more
specifically, the federally mandated obligation by the
schools to provide comprehensible and appropriate
instruction in English.
English as a Second Language. (ESL). This term is
used to describe the background of students whose
native language is not English.

English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL).
This term is used for the special programs designed
for students whose native language is not English.
Expository writing. This is writing that explains
facts and ideas so that they are fully understood.
Expository writing can be used to give directions
about how to do something or how to go somewhere; to
explain why something is the way it is; and to
describe a person, place or event, as one might in a
research report (Florida Department of Education,

2000).
Holistic scoring. This is a scoring method by
which trained readers evaluate the overall quality of
a piece of writing according to enunciated standards.
Language minority student. This term refers to a
student characterized by participation primarily in a
non-English speaking social environment, who is
exposed to an English-speaking environment at school.
Limited English Proficient (LEP). This term is
used to describe students who have sufficient
difficulty speaking, reading, writing, or listening to
the English language, so that they are impeded from

learning successfully in the classroom in which the
language of instruction is English.
Multicultural Educational Training and Advocacy,

.

Inc. (META)
-

META is a private, nonprofit, national

organization devoted to improving educational
opportunities for poor and minority children (META,
1993).
Narrative writing. The purpose of narrative
writing is to relate a personal or fictional
experience or write a story based on real or imagined
events (Florida Department of Education, 2000).
Power Writing.

This is an instructional

strategy, originated by Hamilton (1997) and based on
Sparks (1982), which teaches writing skills based on
seven definitive and logical steps that build
sentences and then paragraphs.

Instruction in Power

Writing comprised the intervention for this study.
Prompt. This is a writing assignment that states
the writer's task, including the topic and purpose of
the writing.

Outline of the Study
Chapter I provides an introduction to the study.
The background of the problem, problem statement,
purpose of the study, significance of the study, and
the research questions and hypotheses for the study
are described.
Chapter I1 reviews the literature for this study.
Effective instructional practices for ESOL students
are discussed, as well as the Power Writing strategy.

A thorough explanation of the legalities of LEP
student instruction is also provided, as well as a
profile of national demographic changes in minority
populations.
Chapter I11 outlines the methodology of this
study.

This includes a description of the research

design, the participants, the intervention and
instrumentation used, and the procedures followed to
collect and analyze the data.
Chapter IV reports the findings of this study,
with interpretation of the data analysis.

Appropriate

tables displaying the findings are also included.

Chapter V discusses the study findings, as well as
conclusions and implications of the study. Finally,
recommendations are made for further research.

Chapter I1
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
This chapter reviews the literature pertaining to
the study.

First, the historical background and legal

issues concerning LEP students are traced, followed by
the change in demographics and its import for
education.

Next, teacher training and instructional

theory and practices for ESOL students are discussed.
Finally, the Power Writing strategy is examined, with
special attention to its applicability for teaching
writing to ESOL students.
Historical Background: Legal Issues
Florida Law
During the past 20 years, as the minority
population has grown, several important legal cases
have been tried regarding educational rights and
comprehensible instruction for LEP students.

The most

dominant case in the State of Florida is Lulac v.
State Board of Education et al. (1990). This case
concerned the inappropriate instruction of language
minority students and resulted in the META Consent
Decree.

The Decree reflects the work of the Multicultural
Education Training Advocacy, Inc. (META) organization,
a nonprofit national organization founded in 1981 and
dedicated to improving educational opportunities for
poor and minority children (META, 1993). The Decree
is an agreement between META, Inc., and the Florida
Commissioner of Education, Florida Department of
Education, and Florida State Board of Education.
Officially signed on August 14, 1990, the META
Decree defends the educational and civil rights of LEP
students, affirming their primary right to have equal
access to all educational programs.

The core of the

META Consent Decree is the right of LEP students to
receive comprehensible instruction.

Comprehensible

instruction is maintained when students receive
appropriate evaluation, placement, and equal access to
all educational opportunities.

To achieve this

result, training of all educational personnel
regarding the educational needs and requirements of
LEP students must be completed and documented.
Certain sections of the Decree itemize the rights and
responsibilities involved and require that the
Department of Education annually submit a status

report on the implementation of each section of the
META Consent Decree (META, 1993) .
Known also as the English for Speakers of
Other Languages (ESOL) Agreement, and the
Department of Education (DOE) Multicultural Training
and Advocacy, Inc. (META) Agreement, the META Consent
Decree has been incorporated into the Florida Statutes
(1990) (233.058) and the Florida State Board of
Education Rules (1990)(6A-6.900-6A-6.909) (META,
1993).
However, it is very important to note that the
META Consent Decree does not provide LEP students any
new or different rights.

Rather, this document

describes how the educational rights granted to LEP
students, as the rights granted to every student by
federal, state law, and jurisprudence, should be
integrated into the public schools in the State of
Florida.

Even if the META Consent Decree did not

exist, school districts would still have this same
educational obligation to provide comprehensible and
timely instruction to their students (META, 1993).

Federal Law
In addition to Florida State law, there are many
federal laws that apply to the education of limited
English proficient students (Fischer, Schirnmel,

&

Kelly, 1999). The most significant laws bearing on
the instruction of LEP students include requirements
based on the Supreme Court decision in Lau v. Nichols
(1971), Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and
the Equal Education Opportunity Act of 1974.
The most prominent legal case regarding the
education of LEP students is Lau v. Nichols (1974)
(Fischer et al., 1999). In 1970, approximately 3,000
Chinese-American students were attending public school
in San Francisco. At that time, virtually 1,800 of
these Chinese students received no special services to
meet their educational needs.

Because of this

deficiency, in 1970 these students and their parents
filed a legal suit in a federal district court.

The

parents claimed that their rights to equal protection,
as granted by the Fourteenth Amendment of the
Constitution and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, were being denied by the San Francisco
Unified School District (Fischer et al., 1999).

The main issue in Lau vs. Nichols was whether
these non-English speaking students had been denied an
equal educational opportunity because they were
instructed in a language that they could not
understand (Fischer et al., 1999).

This issue

relates directly to Title VI, which states that "no
person in the United States shall, on the ground of
race, color, or national origin, be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefit, or be
subjected to discrimination under any program or
activity receiving Federal financial assistanceN
(Fischer et al., 1999, p. 141).
In hearing the case, when the district court
considered Title VI and the Fourteenth Amendment, it
determined that the rights of the Chinese, nonEnglish-speaking children had not been violated. This
decision was made because the "same education was made
available on the same terms and conditions to other
tens of thousands of students in the San Francisco
Unified School District" (Fischer et al., 1999,
p. 141).

After the Ninth Circuit settled this ruling, the
Chinese-American students and parents petitioned the
United States Supreme Court for reconsideration. The
Supreme Court revised the previous decision and ruled
in favor of the

student and parent group.

The court

based its decision on the premises enunciated in Title

VI, as well as violation of constitutional grounds, as
specified in the Fourteenth Amendment (Fischer et al.,
1999).
As a result of the Lau decision, in 1974 the
Congress passed a federal law that established the
guidelines for determination of whether a school
district is meeting its legal obligations to LEP
students.

These guidelines are found in the Equal

Education Opportunity Act (EEOA), of 1974, Section

.

1703 (f)

The EEOA mandates that no educational agency,
such as a school, school district, county, or state
department of education, shall deny equal educational
opportunity to any student by insufficiently
addressing and overcoming the language barrier.

All

school districts are required to meet these federal
legal obligations whether or not a state law exists

pertaining to the education of LEP students.

Thus, by

federal mandate, all school districts throughout the
nation are responsible for providing English Language
Development (ELD) instruction to LEP students (Fischer
et al., 1999).
Change in Demographics: Import for Education
More than 50 million students are currently
enrolled at various schools across the United States.
Of this student population, approximately 33% of those
under the age of 17 are African-Americans, HispanicAmericans, or Asian-Americans (Patrick
1999).

&

Reinhartz,

With more than 90% of recent U.S. immigrants

migrating from non-English-speaking countries, the
impact on schools is extensive (U.S. Department of
Education, 1999).

By the year 2026, it is projected

that 70% the total student population will be of nonWhite or Hispanic origin (Garcia, 1999).
Between 1980 and 1990, the percentage of children
who did not speak English at home increased by more
than 40% (National Association of Bilingual Education,
2000). According to the National Association of
Bilingual Education, at present it is estimated

that over 6 million children do not speak
English at home.

In 2000, the number of K-12 Limited

English Proficient students exceeded 4 million. This
means that 1 in 11 students is classified as LEP
(National Association of Bilingual Education, 2000).
This ratio reflects the increase in the number of
LEP students during the last 10 years. With a 104%
increase, LEP students comprise the fastest growing
group of students in the United States today (Menken
Look, 2000).

&

As a result of widespread immigration

and high birth rates among language-minority groups,
educational experts predict that a gap in English
proficiency for LEP students will continue to increase
prominently (Byrnes, Kiger,

&

Manning, 1998).

This brief summary indicates that the
distribution of the minority student population in the
United States is transforming remarkably (Patrick

&

Reinhartz, 1999). This transformation is currently
impacting the county in which this study was
conducted, since it is experiencing a 12% LEP

population increase yearly (Palm Beach County School
District, 2000).
Teacher Training
Although the language-minority population grows
dynamically, the majority of elementary teachers lack
the experience, exposure, and training to adequately
instruct this population (Byrnes et al., 1998).
Teachers often experience frustration when they are
instructing ESOL students, due to deficiency of
training in the area of teaching LEP students, and the
lack of insufficient resources (Byrnes et al., 1998).
Research reveals that even in instances where teachers
exhibit positive attitudes toward working with
language-minority students, teachers' lack of skills,
knowledge, and experience result in a deficient and
inappropriate education for these children (Rosen &
Abt-Perkins, 2000; Soto, 1991).
Since 1993, the State of Florida has addressed
this problem by requiring teachers of ESOL students to
meet Florida certification requirements for the ESOL
endorsement, as established in the META Consent
Decree.

The ESOL Endorsement is earned after

teachers complete the following five courses related
to instruction of ESOL students:
1. Testing and Evaluation of ESOL
2. Cross-Cultural Communication and Understanding

3. Methods of Teaching ESOL
4. ESOL Curriculum and Material Development
5. Applied Linguistics. (META, 1993)

However, despite this requirement, many teachers
still experience frustration in teaching LEP students,
and the students continue to receive inadequate
education in English, which affects their learning in
other subjects (Harper, 1995).

In Florida, the

problems are made more manifest by the statewide annual
tests mandated by the legislature.

Especially

pertinent to the present study is the Florida
Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) Florida Writes
Writing Assessment.
Florida Writes Writing Assessment
The first writing assessment was administered in
1993 to all students attending Florida schools in the

fourth, eighth, and tenth grades. Since that time, all
students in these grade levels have been tested
annually (Florida Department of Education, 2001).
Students are required to write an essay of five
paragraphs in either narrative or expository style.
Narrative writing relates to a personal or fictional
experience, with the purpose of creating a main theme
in the reader's mind and elaborating on the theme.
Expository writing provides information that
classifies, and explains how or why something is done,
with the purpose of informing and enlightening the
reader (Florida Department of Education, 2000).
All essays are scored by trained professionals
called evaluators. Evaluators may be teachers,
administrators, or educational specialists. The State
of Florida provides extensive training on the scoring
process, and each evaluator must hold a Bachelor's
degree (Florida Department of Education, 2000).
The student assessments are scored on a 7-point
high to low rubric scale (see Appendix A).

The rubric

is a guide for the evaluators to classify essential
qualities of writing in determining the students'

scores.

Each scoring category has six to seven

aspects, including the writing itself, organization,
support, freshness of language, and use of
conventions, by which the evaluator may judge the
essay.

For a score of 6, for example, the writing

must be focused, purposeful, and reflect insight into
the writing situation. For a score of 1, the writing
only minimally addresses the topic, with little
organization, support, and coherence (see Appendix A).
Each essay is read by at least two evaluators.

If

both designate the same score, the essay receives this
score.

If there is a 1-point discrepancy between the

two evaluators' scores, the paper receives the average
of the two.

For example, if one evaluator allocates a

3, and the other a 2, the paper's score is the average

of the two scores, 2.5.
The State requires that a student must score a
minimum of 3.0 for evidence of meeting academic pupil
progression standards as well as promotion to the next
grade level.

As discussed earlier, with regard to the

present study site, 89% of the fourth-grade White

students achieved a score of 3.0, whereas 73% of the
Hispanic students and 63% of the Haitian students
achieved this minimal score.

Clearly, LEP fourth-

grade students are not being served adequately by this
district.
Instructional Theory and Practices
for Teaching Writing
For greater comprehension of how these students
can be served more competently, an understanding is
necessary of writing instructional theory and
practices as they may apply to LEP students.

From

early childhood, children attempt to comprehend
written language.

Their attempts are indicated by the

ways they make predictions about written text and
create various texts based upon their predictions
(Hudelson, 1988).

The research of Edelsky (1986),

Hudelson (1988), Samway (1987), and Urzua (1987) with
elementary children indicates that the process of
writing is comparable for both first- and secondlanguage learners.
These researchers have also found that ESOL
students can write to create their own meaning while

they are still learning English.

Children will develop

writing skills as they utilize writing to engage in
activities that are significant to them.

Thus, it is

necessary for both ESOL and mainstream teachers to
provide sufficient instruction, opportunity, and
encouragement to students so that they engage in
meaningful classroom activities and use these
activities to develop their writing abilities
(Hudelson, 1988). Such encouragement has broader
advantages as well.

A teacher's advocating the

development of writing in the classroom can be
conducive to development of a positive learning
environment in all classrooms (Young et al., 1994).
Two basic models of teaching writing to LEP
students have been developed: (a) a skills-based
approach and (b) a whole language approach (SimichDudgeon, 1989). Hillocks (1987) categorizes these
approaches and the types of instructional writing
approaches that correspond to each.

These approaches

and their practices are shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Hillocks1(1987) Approaches to Teaching Writing

Skill-Based Approach

Whole-Language Approach

Scales, guided
revision

Sentence combining

Inquiry

Model composition

Free writing

A third approach to literacy and writing is
balanced literacy (Routman, 2000). This approach
includes components of both skill-based and meaningbased instruction, such as the whole-language approach
(Asselin, 1999). A balanced literacy program implies
that all components of reading and writing are treated
with equal importance and include writing instruction
that emphasizes immersion in the writing process. Such
immersion through writing practices has been
recognized by the Florida Department of Education
(2000) as essential for effective student learning.
Freeman (1999) describes the writing process as the
means by which ideas are translated into written text,
through recommended stages of prewriting, drafting,
revising, editing and publishing.
Consistent with this view, the Florida Department
of Education (2000) holds that writing activities that
actively engage children in drafting, rethinking,
rewriting, and editing help them to become more
proficient writers.

Further, the Department

recommends that teachers evaluate the content of what

students write rather than concentrate exclusively on
the method of their writing and mechanics.
Teachers are further recommended to model writing
on a consistent basis, with explanations of what is
being written as well as the rationale for writing
(Florida Department of Education, 2000).
To implement these principles, the Florida
Department of Education (2000) suggests seven types of
writing activities that provide significant
opportunities for children to learn:

1. Writing to learn: Using journals and learning
logs.
2. Writing to share information: Writing class
newsletters, reports, bulletins, etc.

3. Writing based on reading: Writing personal
biographies and literature journals.

4. Writing explanations: To solve problems.
5. Writing to find information: Thank you
letters, classroom e-mail projects, etc.

6. Writing fictional, persuasive stories.

7. Writing for classroom portfolio assessment.

(Florida Department of Education, 2000)
Another activity that encompasses many of the
necessary stages of writing for students is the
interview process. This process provides practice in
oral communication skills, negotiation for meaning,
and, more importantly, the transition from oral to
written language (Young et al., 1994). Research
reveals that the interviewing process can offer many
benefits to the ESOL child, such as focused listening,
sharing, and recognition of new perspectives like the
recommended writing strategies. The interview writing
process includes the interview, prewriting, first
draft writing, responding, revising, final draft
writing, and finally publishing (Young et al., 1994).
The Power Writing Strategy
A balanced literacy approach that incorporates

these stages and effectively combines elements of both
the skills-based and whole-language approaches is the
Power Writing strategy, the intervention used in the
present study. Power Writing separates the writing
process into three segments: (a) learning to write

(guided practice), (b) writing to learn (independent
practice), and (c) writing to show learning
(assessment) (Hamilton, 1997)

.

This approach was organized and refined by Betty
Hamilton, a veteran researcher and educator, who
elaborated on the writing ideas and implementations of
Sparks (1982). Sparks developed the initial Power
Writing process, assigning "powers" to correspond to
three essential elements in writing.

Power One is the

topic, Power Twos are the main details that tell about
Power One, and Power Threes are the minor details that
tell about Power Twos.

Through use of the powers with

graphic organizers, students are able to develop a
complete paragraph (Hamilton, 1997). The Power
Writing process consists of seven steps:

1. Prewriting,
2.

Drafting,

3. Sharing,
4. Revising,

5. Editing,

6. Evaluating,

7. Publishing. (Hamilton, 1997)
These seven steps are designed to enable the
students to answer the following questions: What is my
purpose for writing this?

Who is my reading audience?

Will my writing be evaluated, or published, or both?
The Power Writing strategy has many benefits,
among which are that it fosters the skill of
outlining, which provides challenged students the
opportunity to organize their thoughts.

As important,

Power Writing enables students initially to write
short paragraphs, which reinforces immediate success
for developing writers (Hamilton, 1997).
~amilton (2000) has been training teachers and
other educational professionals throughout the nation
for over 20 years in Power Writing, and many school
districts attest to this success. After all teachers
received training Chicago suburb, the students' state
writing test scores jumped from 17% who scored 0 to
15% who scored 5.0.

In a Texas school district,

writing scores of ninth-grade students on the required
assessment test improved from 49% passing before
classroom implementation of Power Writing to 73%
afterwards.

In a California school with a

predominantly ESL student population, Power Writing
significantly impacted every high school grade.
The 1 0 ~ ~ - ~ r astudents
de
went from 12% who passed
de
went
the state test to 95%; the 1 1 ~ ~ - ~ r astudents
from 45% to 98%; and of the graduating 1 2 ~ ~ - ~ r a d e
students, 100% passed (Hamilton, 2000).
However, despite these excellent results, almost
no formal empirical research has been conducted on the
Power Writing strategy. An extensive literature
search by the writer located a single study, that by
Loew (1996), on the effects of Power Writing in a
third-grade written language curriculum.

The

experimental study utilized two groups of third-grade
students in classrooms of similar sizes.
- = 20)
The teacher of the experimental group (n

used Power Writing in conjunction with the school's
regular curriculum, and the teacher of the control

group (n
- = 17) used only the regular curriculum. The
state test of written language was given to both
groups as pretest and posttest, with independent
writing samples on different topics (Loew, 1996)
Three aspects of writing were studied. These
were thematic maturity, the ability to write in an
organized fashion; (b) students' scores on the
independent writing sample, based on 20 criteria
relating to quality; and (c) productivity, defined as
mean words per sentence. Results demonstrated that in
two of the three areas, the experimental group showed
consistent improvement from pretest to posttest, in
comparison with the control group.

In thematic

maturity, the experimental group's average gain score
was 1.3, compared with .6 for the control group.

In

students' scores on the independent writing samples,
the experimental group's average gain score was 9.0,
compared with 5.0 for the control group.

In

productivity, the experimental group's average gain
score was 1.3, compared with the control group's 1.4
(Loew, 1996).

Thus, this study demonstrated that in the two most
important areas of writing the experimental group
showed substantial gains in written proficiency
compared with the control group.

These results would

seem to indicate that Power Writing, when added to the
regular curriculum, can produce a dramatic increase in
writing skills of elementary school students.
Power Writing and LEP Students
Research with LEP students reveals that Power
Writing may be highly appropriate for teaching these
students written skills in English.

Hudelson's (1988)

research affirms that an ESL child's ability to write
in the native language facilitates ESOL writing
development. Likewise, LEP students enrolled in ESOL
classrooms can use this strategy as a component of
their English Language Development.

Thus, in view of

existing research, the Power Writing strategy may be
implemented using LEP students' native language in
bilingual or dual language classrooms.

This strategy

may be effectively adapted to suit the needs of ESOL

and bilingual students (B. Hamilton, personal
communication, January 25, 2001) .
Further, as Wong-Fillmore and Snow (2000) point
out, certain students have culturally-based text
structures that contrast with those that are expected
in American schools.

For example, expository writing

places the emphasis of writing the order of events in
a story.

Hispanic children culturally place more

importance on personal relationships than plot.

These

students may also emphasize "being" rather than
"doing" because of cultural perspectives, and thus
they may have difficulty with sequencing (WongFillmore

&

Snow, 2000).

For similar reasons, the

topic sentence, paragraphs, and compare/contrast
essays that are so prevalent in English speaking
schools may be more difficult for ESOL students to
learn than for America students (Terrill & Mark, 2000;
Wong-Fillmore

&

Snow, 2000).

Moreover, like mainstream students, ESOL
students have background knowledge connected to three
areas: content (topic schema), language (linguistic
schema), and organization (text schema).

Thus, these

students have numerous experiences that assist the
construction of meaning and can be enlisted in
teaching them writing skills in English (Reves, 1993).
The Power Writing strategy offers LEP students
the opportunity to organize their thoughts (schema)
appropriately using graphic organizers during the
prewriting activities, and subsequently to develop
their written text.
Vocabulary development is also a major task for
ESOL students.

Hamilton (1997) suggests that teachers

provide students with language that will increase
their vocabulary.

This recommendation supports

Krashen's (1985) principle of "comprehensible input,"
the strategy of teachers providing their students with
acquisition of new transitional words as they write
and build their paragraphs into essays (p. 26).
As Hudelson (1988) observes, children will
develop as writers as they are given the opportunity
to write about the subjects significant to them.
Therefore, both ESOL and mainstream teachers should
provide sufficient instructional activities and

encouragement for children to write what they know
about.

The Power Writing strategy utilizes this

principle, since students are often asked to write a
five-paragraph essay on a subject in their realm of
personal experience.
Thus, although many techniques and practices are
used to teach the skills and processes of writing to
linguistically and culturally diverse learners, Power
Writing provides a significantly comprehensive method
targeted especially to the needs of these students. A
step-by-step systemized framework for writing guides
students with an organized method to think and to
write (B. Hamilton, personal communication, January

25, 2001). This element of cognitive organization
makes Power Writing distinct from other strategies.
By learning to use graphic organizers and assigning
numeric assignments to words, sentences, and
paragraphs, linguistically and culturally diverse
students simultaneously develop cognitive organization
and proficiency in written language (Hamilton, 1997).

With regard to effective teaching of writing to
LEP students, this literature review has shown that

many practices have been and can be employed.
However, Power Writing may be a particularly effective
strategy for teachers to utilize with these students.
The next chapter provides the methodology and
procedures used to test the effectiveness of Power
Writing with fourth-grade LEP Hispanic and Haitian
students.

Chapter I11
METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES
The purpose of this study was to investigate the
effects of the Power Writing strategy on the writing
test scores of ESOL Hispanic and Haitian fourth-grade
students.
1.

Four null hypotheses were stated:
There is no significant difference in the

writing pretest and posttest scores of the
experimental group.

2. There is no significant difference between the
writing posttest scores of the experimental group and
the control group.
3. There is no significant difference between the

writing test scores of the Hispanic and Haitian
students.

4. There is no significant difference in how the
evaluators scored the writing tests.
Research Design
This experimental study focused on the
manipulation of one independent variable, the Power

Writing tutorial.

The effects were observed on the

dependent variables, the writing test scores of
Haitian and Hispanic ESOL students. This study was
conducted with an experimental, quantitative,
pretest/posttest control group design. Experimental
research, according to Gay (1996), is the only
classification of research that can truly test a
hypothesis concerning cause and effect.

Gay (1996)

further notes that manipulation of an independent
variable on the dependant variable is the major
characteristic that differentiates experimental
research from other types.
Two groups were formed by purposeful and random
assignment, a control group and an experimental group.
The Power Writing strategy was the independent
variable, and the dependent variables were the writing
test scores of the Haitian and Hispanic ESOL students.
Pretests and posttests were given to both groups, and
an 8-week course in Power Writing was given to the
experimental group, in addition to the regular
curriculum.

The control group was instructed in the

regular curriculum only.

Setting
The setting for this study was a large school
district in Southeast Florida.

The district is

located in a county of 2,300 square miles, in which
the primary economic activities are agriculture,
tourism/services, and construction.

This county is

comprised of both rural and urban areas, as well as
opulent and destitute neighborhoods. Currently this
county is experiencing a spectacular population
expansion, due to an influx of people of all
socioeconomic levels and from U.S. geographic regions,
as well as immigrants from other countries (Palm Beach
County School District, 2000)

.

At present, this school district serves more than
149,000 students at 138 schools, and enrollment is
growing by 5,000 students per year.

This school

district is the fourth largest in the state and the
1 4 largest
~ ~
in the nation.

The student population is

represented by more than 150 countries, with students
who speak approximately 104 languages other than
English.

Many students come from low socioeconomic

households, and 34% of the entering kindergarten

population qualifies for free lunches (Palm Beach
County School District, 2000).
Population and Sample
As noted earlier, this school district has the
third largest LEP student population in Florida, with
over 18,000 LEP students.

The population of LEP

students continues to grow at a rate of 12% per year,
a rate that is double of the non-LEP student
population.

Moreover, this school district has the

highest migrant population in the state, with more
identified migrant children than many other states on
the eastern seaboard of the U.S., approximately 7,0008,000 students (Palm Beach County School District,
2000).
The sample population was selected from the
central area of the population described. Gay (1996)
states that a worthy sample is one that represents the
population from which it was selected. Purposeful
sampling was used to select two elementary schools
with similar demographics.
Both schools had many students from low
socioeconomic areas, and the LEP student rate was
growing at the district average.

The school that

housed the experimental group was designated as
"School A," and the school that housed the control
group was designated as "School B."

A summary of the

distribution of Haitian and Hispanic students is
exhibited in Table 2.
A fourth-grade Hispanic and Haitian population
was selected because this is the only elementary grade
in which students participate in the FCAT Florida
Writes Assessment. The sample was selected from the
entire Hispanic and Haitian populations of both
schools.

From these student populations, a stratified

sampling method was used to extract the sample.
Subjects were selected at random from school district
reports that list all children enrolled in the ESOL
program alphabetically by grade level. LEP school
district reports that list all children enrolled in
the ESOL program alphabetically by grade level.
All subjects selected for both the experimental
and control groups had participated in the ESOL
program for a minimum of 2 years.

They were in the

language categories of either " B N or " C n determined by

Table 2
Distribution of Hispanic and Haitian Students in
School A and School B

School

Total Population

School A:

0

~xperimental
Group
School B:
Control Group

7 90

Hispanic

Haitian

the county's Language Reading and Writing Test (LRW).
The LRW is a language assessment the county uses to
initially evaluate as well as reevaluate ESOL
students.
The sample was comprised of a total of 48
Hispanic and Haitian students, 24 in the experimental
group, and 24 in the control group.

Each group had 12

Hispanic students and 12 Haitian students.
Intervention
The intervention was an 8-week course in the
basic elements in writing, "Power Writing" (Hamilton,
1997), which is especially appropriate for ESOL and

LEP students. Hamilton (2000) has trained educators
in this course for over 20 years, and it has been
implemented throughout the nation in many schools and
school districts.

The course is based on the

principles of cognitive organization, use of personal
experience, and the creating of "building-blocks" of
writing that students create, which lead them to
sentences, whole paragraphs, and entire essays
(Hamilton, 1997).

As described earlier, the Power Writing process is
comprised of seven steps:

(a) prewriting,

(b) drafting, (c) sharing, (d) revising, (e) editing,
(f) evaluating, and (g) publishing.

These steps are

designed so those students may respond to certain
essential questions: What is the purpose of writing
this? Who is the audience? Will the writing be
evaluated, or published, or both? (Hamilton, 1997).
The first step of Power Writing involves prewriting thinking exercises directed by the teacher to
assist the students in transitioning from general to
specific thinking (Hamilton, 1997).

It is suggested

that a graphic organizer be used, such as the umbrella
(see Appendix B) during this activity.

During this

first step, the teacher selects a word extracted from
the realm of students' prior knowledge.

This word is

written on the graphic organizer and is referred to as
Power One.
The students are then asked to provide three
responses to further explain Power One.

These three

responses are recorded on the center three lines of
the graphic organizer and referred to as the Power
Twos.

Focus and the main idea of the writing correspond
to Power One and supporting details correspond to
Power Two.

Hamilton (1997) refers to this 1-2-2-2

word set as the "Power of WordsW(p. 20).

She suggests

that the teacher continue to conduct these prewriting
activities, utilizing the graphic organizer until the
students understand the concepts of focus, main idea
and supporting details.
Following the students' clear understanding of the
1-2-2-2 Power of Words pattern, the teacher may begin
to model sentences that can be created from the 1-2-22-word sets.

Hamilton (1997) suggests display of

overheads of the 1-2-2-2-word sets to assist in
modeling the descriptive sentences.

Teachers are

advised to model sentences that have strong, colorful
word choices, and the integration of words that will
increase the students' vocabulary (Hamilton, 1997).
Next the teacher is ready to introduce basic
Power 1-2-2-2-1 paragraph.

During the modeling

process, the teacher will have provided the students
with the sentence.

The students will copy this

sentence, and then draft sentences of their own that

exhibit focus and three supporting details
(Power 1-2-2-2). This step involves guided practice
and individual conferencing with students as they
create the first paragraph draft (Hamilton, 1997).
This step also involves sharing of all students'
sentences, and revising and editing as necessary,
based on both teacher and student input.
The teacher evaluates the students' ability to
write a 1-2-2-2-1 paragraph.

Upon the teacher's

assessment of these paragraphs, the teacher instructs
the students in revising their writing by elaborating
and adding the Power Threes.

The elaboration process

requires the students to further explain, define,
describe, and provide examples that support their
topic sentence.

Paragraphs that elaborate

sufficiently will contain the 1-2-3-3-3 word sets
(Hamilton, 1997). This pattern can then be used
repeatedly to develop a five-paragraph essay.
Upon development of the five-paragraph essay, the
students are ready to prepare the final draft.

This

last step is considered "publishing."

It allows the

students to share their work with classmates.
In the present study, this intervention was
delivered to the students by the researcher, who has
had extensive experience in teaching Power Writing to
culturally and linguistically diverse students in this
school district for 4 years. However, the students
were not aware that the instruction was part of
research study.

Hamilton (1997, 2000) trained the

researcher in a 1-day workshop that was held in the
county in which this study was conducted.
Instrumentation
Two modes of instrumentation were used in This
study to test the students' writing abilities. The
first was narrative prompts and the second was scoring
by the evaluators.
Prompts
Narrative prompts were used for both the pretests
and posttests (see Appendices

C

and D).

These prompts

were developed by the school district. Every 9 weeks,
the district requires a countywide writing prompt to
be completed by all fourth-grade students.

The

prompts used for the present study were chosen randomly
by the principal of School A.

School A administers

monthly writing prompts at all levels, K-5, to monitor
student progress.

The prompt selected by the

principal of School A for January was selected as the
writing pretest.

The prompt selected for

served as the posttest.

March

These prompts were chosen

from a list of recommended narrative prompts provided
by the Florida Department of Education.
Scoring
The writing pretests and posttests for both the
experimental and control groups were scored by two
trained evaluators with use of the Florida Writes 0-6
holistic rubric scale (see Appendix A).

This scale

was developed by the Florida Department of Education
(2000), and the scoring method has been in use
throughout the state for 8 years.
The holistic scoring method requires that the
evaluator appraise each student's essay as whole
piece, considering four major elements: focus,
organization, support, and conventions.

The element

of focus is evident when the student demonstrates a

consistent awareness of the topic through the writing,
which should not have loosely related or extraneous
information. Organization is demonstrated in a
writing sample that has a beginning, middle, and end;
employs transitional words; and has a conclusion.

The

element of support is evident in a writing sample that
provides details with specific and colorful word
choices.

Correct use of conventions is evident in a

sample that is written in standard English.
Evaluators
Two evaluators were used in this study.

The

researcher selected them because of their
experience with the holistic scoring method.

Both

evaluators are professional educators who have had
extensive training in using the holistic 0-6
Florida Writes rubric scale and are proficient in
the scoring procedures.

Each evaluator was given

photocopied sets by the researcher of the pretests
and posttests of the experimental and control
groups.

The evaluators scored the pretests and

posttests independently and in different
geographical areas, with no communication between
them.
Reliability and Validity
Reliability and validity of the 0-6 holistic
rubric scale has been established by the Florida

.

Department of Education (2000)

Interjudge

reliability for this study, which measures consistency
of the two evaluators, was determined by statistical
procedures, as described below.
Researcher Bias: Safeguards
Although the researcher administered the
intervention, she had no knowledge before or during
the intervention of the writing prompts chosen for the
pretests and posttests.

As noted above, an

independent school administrator chose these prompts.
Further, except for compiling, photocopying, and
delivering the pretests and posttest to the
evaluators, the researcher was not involved in

the

evaluations of the student writing test at any ime.
In addition, to guard against scoring bias, students'

papers were coded by number and scored anonymously.
The code sheets containing both students' names and
ethnicities were available only to the researcher in a
locked file.

Both evaluators gave the necessary time

to every student's paper, and neither evaluator was
under any pressure or influence concerning scoring
from the researcher or the administrators at either
school.
Procedures
Two months prior implementation of the study, the
researcher visited the principals of both schools to
explain the research and data collection methods.
Written permission for student participation was then
obtained from the school administrators (see Appendix

E).

The pretest and posttest instruments were

selected and provided to the researcher by an
administrator in the school district.

These

instruments were comprised of narrative prompts that
required the students to compose a five-paragraph

essay (see Appendices C and D). At that time also,
the evaluators were selected and contacted by the
researcher.
The pretests were administered to the
experimental and control groups in January 2001.

The

researcher then compiled, photocopied, and delivered
all pretests to both evaluators.

After the pretests

were completed, implementation of the Power Writing
strategy began with the experimental group.

The

students received instruction in Power Writing 3 times
per week for 8 weeks.

Each session was 50 minutes

long and took place during the regular classroom hours
as part of the regular curriculum program.

The Power

writing implementation concluded in the first week of
March 2001.

During this period, students in the

control group followed the regular curriculum.
In March 2001, the pretests were administered to
both the experimental and control groups.

The

researcher compiled all posttests, photocopied them,
and delivered them to the evaluators.

When the

evaluators had finished scoring all pretests and

posttests, the researcher was notified and collected
all scored papers.
Data Collection
Data were collected by the procedures described
above as a result of the completed and scored pretests
and posttests. After the researcher received all
scored pretests and posttests, the evaluators' scores
for each student were entered into the computer with
the use of the Excel statistical program, and the data
were then analyzed.
Data Analysis
This study employed ordinal data exclusively.
Therefore, computation of means, variances, and
standard deviations was inappropriate (Anderson,
Sweeney,

&

Williams, 2000).

Thus, the primary

statistical tools used for this study were the
Wilcoxin Signed Rank Test (WSRT) and the Mann-Whitney
Sum Rank Test (MWSRT). The WSRT is a nonparametric
test used with data involving matched samples and
ordinal data.

The MWSRT is also a nonparametric test

used with ordinal data to determine if there is a

difference between two populations.

With the MWSRT,

no assumptions are made about the two populations,
which, in the present study, are the subjects in the
experimental and control group (Anderson, Sweeeney,

&

Williams, 2000).
These statistical methods were chosen to
determine the level of significance of the differences
between the two groups.

The .05 level of significance

was chosen, which is widely used in educational

research (Gay, 1996).

The consistency of the two

evaluators, interjudge reliability, was also
determined by the MWSRT.
The findings of the data analysis testing the
hypotheses are presented in the next chapter.
Findings in relation to all hypotheses are reported
and illustrated by appropriate tables.

Chapter IV
FINDINGS
This chapter reports the findings of this study,
based on the data analysis.

First, a demographic

summary of the subjects is described. This is
followed by the findings in relation to the four null
hypothesis of the study.
Demographic Data
As Table 3 shows, there were a total of 48
subjects in this study, 24 in the experimental group
at School A and 24 in the control group at School B.
In each group, there were 12 Hispanic and 12 Haitian
fourth-grade LEP students.
Hypothesis 1
The first hypothesis states that there is no
significant difference between the writing pretest and
posttest scores of the experimental group.

Table 4

shows the five-number summary for the experimental
group pretest and posttest scores.

The pretest scores

ranged from 0-4, with a median score of 2.25.

The

posttest scores ranged from 0-4, with a median score

of 2.50.

A WSRT (see Appendix F) was conducted to

Table 3
Demographic Description of the Sample

Characteristics

Experimental Group
("

=

Ethnicity
Gender :
Male
Female
Years in U.S.:

1-3
4-6
7+

Participation in
ESOL Program:

2 years
3 years

Language Level
B
C

(c =

24)

Hispanic

Control Group

Haitian

Hispanic

24)
Haitian

Table 4
Experimental Group Five-Number Summary

Pretest

High

Q3
Median

Q1
Low

Posttest

determine the composite difference of the pretest and
posttest scores.

The results of the WSRT yielded

2.16, indicating a significant difference at the .05
level.
These results show that the experimental group
received higher posttest scores (median 2.50) than
pretest scores (median 2.25), and that there was a
statistically significant difference between the two
scores. Thus, null Hypothesis 1 was rejected.

A

significant difference was found in the writing
pretest and posttest scores of the experimental group.
These results would indicate that the Power Writing
strategy was effective for the experimental group in
raising their writing tests scores.
These results were also compared with the control
grouprs pretest and posttest scores. The five-number
summary is displayed in Table 5.
Hypothesis 2
The second hypothesis states that there is no
significant difference between the writing pretest and
posttest scores of the experimental group and the

Table 5
Control Group Five-Number Summary

Pretest

Posttest

High

3.50

2.25

43

1.75

2.00

Median

1.40

1.50

Q1

1.00

1.00

Low

0.75

0

control group.

The data displayed in Tables 4 and 5

were used to test this hypothesis, as well as a MWRST
(see Appendix G). This nonparametric test was used to
determine if the two populations were different.

The

results of the MWRST yielded 3.81, indicating a
significant difference between the pretest scores at
the .05 level.

As comparison of Tables 4 and 5 shows,

the experimental group received higher pretest scores
than the control group.
Similar calculations were conducted to determine
the posttest differences between the experimental and
control groups. A MWSRT was employed for this purpose.
The results yielded 4.57, thus indicating a
significant difference between the posttest scores at
the .05 level.
These results show that there was a statistically
significant difference between the posttest writing
scores of the experimental and control groups, with
the experimental group receiving higher scores.

Thus,

null Hypothesis 2 was rejected. The results would
further suggest the effectiveness of the Power Writing

strategy in improving the writing test scores of the
experimental group.
Hypothesis 3
The third hypothesis states that there is no
significant difference between the writing test scores
of the Hispanic and Haitian ESOL students. Table 6
presents a summary of the pretest and posttest
composite test scores for each group (see Appendix F).
A

series of statistical procedures was used to

test this hypothesis. In each step, the MWSRT was
used, with mu = 150 and sigma = 17.32, to determine
-t
how each evaluator'scored the Hispanic and Haitian
ESOL students in both the experimental and control

groups.
Results for Evaluator A's scoring of the Hispanic
and Haitian experimental group showed that the sum of
the Hispanic ranks equaled 154.0 (T) (see Appendix H).
The results of the MWSRT yielded -0.89, which is
insufficient to reject the null hypothesis at the .05
level.

Table 6
Five-Number Summary Composite for Pretests and
Posttests of Experimental and Control Groups

Pretest

High
Q3
Median

Q1
Low

Posttest

Results for Evaluator B's scoring of the Hispanic
and Haitian experimental group students showed that
the sum of the Hispanic ranks equaled 139.0 (T) (see
Appendix I). The MWSRT yielded -0.46, and this result
is insufficient to reject the null hypothesis at the
.05 level.
Results for Evaluator A's scoring of the Hispanic
and Haitian control group students showed that the sum
of the Hispanic ranks equaled 149.0 (T) (see Appendix
J).

The MWSRT yielded -0.06, which is insufficient to

reject the null hypothesis at the .05 level.
Results for Evaluator B's scoring of the Hispanic
and Haitian control group showed that the sum of the
Hispanic ranks equaled 136.0 (T) (see Appendix K).
The MWSRT yielded a result of -0.80, which is
insufficient to reject the null hypothesis at the .05
level.
These findings, in which all four MWSRTs resulted
in test statistics insufficient to reject the null
hypothesis at the .05 level, indicate that there was
no significant difference between the writing test

scores of the Hispanic and Haitian students.
null Hypothesis 3 was accepted.

Thus,

Because no difference

between the scores was found, this finding may
indicate that Power Writing is an effective strategy
for both Hispanic and Haitian ESOL student
populations.
Hypothesis 4
The fourth hypothesis states that there is no
significant difference in how the evaluators scored
the writing tests.

Four MWSRTs were conducted (see

Appendices L, MI N, 0) to determine if there was any
difference in the ways that the evaluators scored both
the pretest and posttests of the experimental and
control groups.
The first MWSRT (see Appendix L) was employed to
determine the difference between the evaluators'
scoring of the experimental group pretest.

The

results of the MWSRT yielded .70, which is
insufficient to reject the null hypothesis at the .05
level.

The second MWSRT (see Appendix M) was employed to
determine the difference between the evaluators'
scoring of the control group pretest.

The results of

the MWWT yielded 1.29, which is insufficient to reject
the null hypothesis at the .05 level.
The third MWSRT (see Appendix N) was employed to
determine the difference between the evaluators'
scoring of the experimental group posttest.
results of the MWSRT yielded

The

-2.12. For these scores,

a difference was found in the ways the evaluators
scored these populations.

Therefore, the null

hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level.
The fourth MWSRT (see Appendix 0) was employed to
determine the difference between the evaluators'
scoring of the control group posttest.

The results of

the MWWT yielded . 7 8 , which is insufficient to reject
the null hypothesis at the .05 level.

Table 7

summarizes the results of the MWSRT and their effects
on testing null Hypothesis 4.
These findings indicate that null Hypothesis 4
cannot be rejected for three of the four MWSRT and can
be rejected for one.

As Table 7 shows, three of the

Table 7
Consistency of E v a l u a t o r s ' Scoring of S t u d e n t s ' Writing T e s t s

Population

Experimental
Pretest

Control
Pretest

Experimental

Control

Posttest

Posttest

Reject

Do Not

MWSRT
Results
Null

Do Not

Do Not

Hypothesis

Reject

Reject

Reject

four MWSRTs, experimental pretest, control pretest, and
control posttest, resulted in test statistics that
were insufficient to reject the null hypothesis.
Thus, the findings show that the evaluators were
consistent in their scoring techniques.

However, one

MWSRT, the experimental posttest, resulted in a test
statistic that showed a significant difference in the
evaluators' scoring.

Nevertheless, based on the

results of three of the four MWSRTs, null Hypothesis 4
was not rejected.

There was no significant difference

in how the evaluators scored the writing tests.
These findings will be discussed in the following
chapter.

In addition, implications following from

these results will be discussed, in terms of both the
literature on writing practices for ESOL students and
recommendations for future research.

Chapter V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter discusses the findings of this
study.

First, discussion is provided for each of the

four hypotheses, including reference to previous
literature.

Next, based on this discussion,

conclusions are offered, followed by recommendations
for practice.

Finally, recommendations for further

research are made that may additionally contribute to
the literature on effective writing practices for ESOL
students.
Discussion
Hypothesis 1
The first hypothesis states that there is no
significant difference between the writing pretest and
posttest scores of the experimental group. As Table 4
shows, the median pretest score was 2.25.

After

receiving the 8-week intervention of Power Writing,
the group's median score increased to 2.50.
the results of the WSRT yielded 2.16.

Moreover,

This statistic

indicates a significant difference at the .05 level.

Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected.

A

significant difference was found between the writing
pretest and posttest scores of the experimental group.
The only difference between the instruction of the
experimental and control groups was the implementation
of Power Writing.

Therefore, the result further

indicates that the Power Writing strategy had a
significant positive effect on the experimental group.
These results concur with those of Loew (1996),
in the study of the effects of Power Writing on thirdgrade students.

Loewrs sample was similar to that of

the present study in design, size, and similarity
between the experimental and control groups.
Comparable to the present study, Loew also found that
the experimental group improved from pretest to
posttest.
Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2 states that there is no significant
difference between the writing posttest scores of the
experimental and control groups.

As Tables 4 and 5

show, the experimental group's median posttest score
was 2.50, and the control group's median posttest
score was 1.50; obviously, the experimental group's

median was higher.

Results of the MWSTRT yielded

4.75, a test statistic that indicates a significant
difference at the .05 level.
Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected.

A

significant difference was found between the writing
posttest scores of the experimental and control
groups.

This finding indicates, as does the finding

for the first hypothesis, that the Power Writing
strategy was effective in improving the writing test
scores of the experimental group.

These results

concur with those of Loew (1996) on writing samples of
her subjects.

Although the writing samples of Loew's

study and the present study were different, the
statistical direction of the posttest results was the
same in both studies.

The average gain score for

Loew's experimental group was 9.0, compared with 5.0
for the control group.
Two further points must be made in relation to
this hypothesis for the present study.

The

experimental group started with a higher pretest
median (2.25) than the control group (1.40) (Tables 4

and 5).

This difference may indicate a higher level

of proficiency of experimental group students at the
outset.

The higher pretest median, and subsequent

success of the experimental group in the posttest, may
be attributable to their exposure to Power Writing in
previous grades.
In addition, examination of the control group's
pretest and posttest scores reveals an interesting and
possible startling conclusion. As Table 5 shows, the
high and low scores actually decreased from pretest to
posttest.

This result is puzzling and requires

further investigation, as recommended below.
Hypothesis 3
The third hypothesis states that there is no
significant difference between the writing test scores
of the Hispanic and Haitian ESOL students. The MWSRT
employed produced test statistics that were
insufficient to reject the null hypothesis. Thus
Hypothesis 3 was accepted.

Because no statistical

difference between the scores was found, and the
posttests scores of the experimental group improved,
this finding further indicates that Power Writing may

be an effective instructional practice for both
Hispanic and Haitian populations.
Further statistical analysis was employed to
determine the way in which each evaluator scored each
population.

Evaluator B was found to have scored the

Hispanic children higher than the Haitian children.
One possible explanation for this discrepancy may be
that Evaluator B is of Hispanic ethnicity.

This

evaluator may have culturally identified
more with the writing samples of the Hispanic children
than the Haitian children and thus scored their
samples higher.
Hypothesis 4
The fourth hypothesis states that there is no
significant difference in how the evaluators scored
the writing tests.

Four MWSRTs were employed to

analyze the consistency of the evaluators to ensure
that their scoring was fair and consistent.

The

results indicated that Evaluators A and B were
consistent in their evaluations at the 95% confidence
levels with both populations in three of the four

tests.

These were the experimental group's pretests

and the control group's pretests and posttests.
The exception was the evaluations of the
experimental group's posttest, which indicated a
significant difference at the .05 level.

It is

possible that a version of the "halo effect" (Gay,
1996, p. 156) may have contributed to this exception.
That is, the evaluators' knowledge that the
experimental group had had the Power Writing strategy
may have biased their scoring procedures.
Evaluator A assigned a score of 0, indicating
that a student wrote off-topic. Evaluator B assigned
a score of 3, indicating that the student wrote within
the limits of the topic.

As Table 7 shows, this was

the only discrepancy, and it caused the significant
difference in how the evaluators scored the
experimental group's posttests.
Thus, Hypothesis 4 was accepted on the basis of
nonsignificant results in three of the four MWSRTs.
Despite the single discrepancy, consistent scoring on
the other three tests indicates that Power Writing is
an effective strategy for improving the writing skills
of ESOL students.

Conclusions
This study revealed that the Power Writing
teaching strategy had significant positive effects on
the writing test scores of fourth-grade Hispanic and
Haitian ESOL students.

This conclusion was clearly

indicated by the results of the WSRT employed to test
the first hypothesis.

The experimental group's

posttest scores increased after they received the 8 week Power Writing treatment.

This group's writing

posttests improved in the areas of focus,
organization, support, and conventions.
Results of findings to test the second hypothesis
revealed a statistically significant difference in the
experimental and control groupsf writing posttest
scores, at the .05 level.

Results of findings to test

the third hypothesis revealed no significant
differences between the writing test scores of the
Hispanic and Haitian students, indicating the Power
Writing strategy as the independent variable that
affected the scores.
Results of the findings to test the fourth
hypothesis revealed a significant difference in the

evaluators' scoring of only the experimental group's
posttest.

However, this finding does not alter the

effectiveness of the treatment, since a significant
difference was found between the pretests and the
posttests of this group (Hypothesis 1).
Thus, based on the research of the reported data
which tested all four hypotheses, the conclusion can
be reached that the Power Writing strategy is an
effective instructional intervention for both the
Hispanic and Haitian elementary ESOL populations.
This strategy, keyed to the format of the Florida
Writes assessment, can be employed to improve these
students' writing skills so they may increase their
standardized test writing scores.
Recommendations for Practice
In this regard, to help teachers help their
students improve their writing skills, the following
recommendations are made for school administrators,
directors and coordinators of ESOL programs, and
classroom teachers:

1. Provide professional development training in

Power writing for all ESOL teachers as well as
classroom teachers.
2. Establish Power Writing as a standard ESOL

classroom and mainstream teaching strategy for all
grade levels, including kindergarten.
3. Implement Power Writing each academic year,

beginning in August, to prepare ESOL students for
high-stakes state testing, such as the FCAT Florida
Writes Assessment.
4. Evaluate the students' progress at 4-week
intervals by providing monthly writing prompts.

5. Document the results of the monthly writing
prompts to track improvement and/or areas of
deficiency.

6. Utilize Power Writing as an integral component
of a balanced literacy program.
Recommendations for Further Research
Based on the results of this study, the following
recommendations for further research are made to
further explore the effectiveness of the Power Writing
strategy for ESOL students:

1. Replication of the study with a larger sample

size, such as an entire school district.
2. Replication of the study in a school district
in a different geographical area from that studied.
3. Replication of this study with ESOL students

of other ethnicities.
4. Comparison of study results with ESOL students
from different geographical areas and sociodemographic
backgrounds and, to ascertain possible effects of
variables on their students' writing skill
performance.
5. A longitudinal study of the same sample over

several grade levels to explore the longterm effects
of the Power Writing strategy.
6. Based on results stemming from Hypothesis 2,

in which the control group decreased in median score
from pretest to posttest, a qualitative study of the
present sample to determine why this group decreased
significantly in achievement.

Classroom observations

and detailed teacher interviews could be conducted to
provide insight and possible solutions to this
problem.

7. Based on results stemming from Hypothesis 3, in
which it was found that evaluator B, who was Hispanic,
scored the Hispanic students higher than the Haitian
students, a study with evaluators of various
ethnicities, controlling for their ethnic background
with regard to study subjects.
8. Based on the results stemming from Hypothesis

4, in which a significant difference was found in the
evaluators' scoring of the experimental group's
posttest, a "blind" study in which all pretests and
posttests are scored without evaluators' knowledge of
the type of document they are scoring.
9. A study of the implementation of the Power

Writing for longer than 8 weeks, to ascertain whether
studentsf scores would further increase.
10. Development of a computer-assisted version of

Power Writing for individualized student learning.
Implementation of such recommendations could add
meaningfully to the literature for helping ESOL
students improve their writing skills through
instruction in the Power Writing strategy.

The

present study provided a basis for such research,

demonstrating the effectiveness of Power Writing with
fourth-grade ESOL Hispanic and Haitian students.
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Appendix A
Florida Writes Holistic Rubric Scale
6 Points

The writing is focused, purposeful, and reflects
insight into the writing situation. The paper conveys
a sense of completeness and wholeness with adherence
to the main idea, and its organizational pattern
provides for a logical progression of ideas. The
support is substantial, specific, relevant, concrete,
and/or illustrative. The paper demonstrates a
commitment to and an involvement with the subject,
clarity in presentation of ideas, and may use creative
writing strategies appropriate to the purpose of the
paper. The writing demonstrates a mature command of
language (word choice) with freshness of expression.
Sentence structure is varied, and sentences are
complete except when fragments are used purposefully.
Few, if any, convention errors occur in mechanics,
usage, and punctuation.

5 Points
The writing focuses on the topic, and its
organizational pattern provides for a progression of

ideas, although some lapses may occur. The paper
conveys a sense of completeness or wholeness. The
support is ample. The writing demonstrates a mature
command of language, including precision in word
choice. There is variation in sentence structure, and,
with rare exceptions, sentences are complete except
when fragments are used purposefully. The paper
generally follows the conventions of mechanics,
usage, and spelling.

4 Points
The writing is generally focused on the topic but may
include extraneous or loosely related material. An
organizational pattern is apparent, although some
lapses may occur. The paper exhibits some sense of
completeness or wholeness. The support, including word
choice, is adequate, although development may be
uneven. There is little variation in sentence
structure and most sentences are complete. The paper
generally follows the conventions of mechanics, usage,
and spelling.

3 Points

The writing is generally focused on the topic but may
include extraneous or loosely related material. An
organizational pattern has been attempted, but the
paper may lack a sense of completeness or wholeness.
Some support is included, but development is erratic.
Word choice is adequate but may be limited,
predictable, or occasionally vague. There is little,
if any, variation in sentence structure. Knowledge of
the conventions of mechanics and usage is usually
demonstrated, and commonly used words are usually
spelled correctly.

2 Points
The writing is related to the topic but include
extraneous or loosely related material. Little
evidence of an organizational pattern may be
demonstrated, and the paper may lack a sense of
completeness or wholeness. Development of support is
inadequate or illogical. Word choice is limited,
inappropriate or vague. There is little, if any,
variation in sentence structure and gross errors in
sentence structure may occur. Errors in basic

Appendix B
Power Writing Graphic Organizer

B. H a m i l t o n ( 1 9 9 7 ) .

Appendix C
Narrative Prompt:

Pretest

Think about what it would be like to be the principal of
your school for a day.

Before you begin writing, think

about some of the things that you would do to make your
school even better.

Now write a story about something that

you would do on the day you were principal of your school.

Appendix D
Narrative Prompt: Posttest

Everyone likes a day off from school.

On a day off

you can do many different activities.

Before you begin

writing, think about your last day off from school.
Now write a story about your last day off from school.

Appendix E
Written Permission for Student Participation
To the Parents of
I am a Ph.D. candidate at Lynn University in Boca Raton,
Florida. My degree will be in Educational Leadership with
a Global Perspective. In order to complete the Ph.D. degree
requirements, I must complete an original research
project/study.
The title of my project is "The Effects of Hamilton's Power
Writing Strategy on the writing test scores of Fourth-Grade
Hispanic and Haitian ESOL Students."
The purpose of this
study is to determine whether a Power Writing tutorial has
an effect on the writing test scores of fourth-grade
Hispanic and Haitian ESOL students.
Your child has been selected to participate in the tutorial
component of this study. The writing tutorial will begin
in January 2001 and last for eight weeks. Your child will
receive three hours of writing tutorial per week. He/she
will be instructed in a very small group and will receive
maximum attention and assistance. Your child's
participation is very important to this study. This
tutorial may benefit your child's writing ability, and
his/her participation is greatly appreciated.
If you have any questions, please contact me at
In the event that you have questions about this
study that you do not wish to address to me, you may call
Dr. Richard Cohen, Lynn University, at
Thank you,
Ann Jackman

My child may participate in this research
project/study. I fully understand that all information
will be kept strictly confidential and will only be shared
on an anonymous basis.
Parent Signature

Date

Child's name

conventions of mechanics and usage may occur, and
commonly used words may be misspelled.

1 Point
The writing may only minimally address the topic. The
paper is a fragmentary or incoherent listing of
related ideas or sentences or both. Little, if any,
development of support or an organizational pattern or
both is apparent. Limited or inappropriate word choice
may obscure meaning.
0 Points

The writing is off-topic.

Florida Department of Education (2000).

Appendix F
Composite Scores for Experimental and Control Groups
Experimental Group
Student
#4
#lo

#3
#5
#6
#9

pre
2.5
5.0
4.5
4.5
4.0
4.0

post
2.5
5.0
4.0
4.0
4.5
4.5

Siqned
0.0
0.0
-0.5
-0.5
0.5
0.5

abs d l f f o r d e r
0.0
X
0.0
X
0.5
1.0
0.5
2.0
0.5
3.0
0.5
4.0

6.5
5.0
4.5
4.0
1.0

7.0
6.0
5.0
4.0
2.0

2.5
1.0
0.5
-0.1
-2.0

Hign
Q3

Median
Q2
Low

rank

s i q n e d rank

4.5
4.5
4.5
4.5

-4.5
-4.5
4.5
4.5

Appendix F (continued)
Composite Scores for Experimental and Control Groups
Control Group

Student
#1
#5
#8
#21
#4
#9
#13

pre
3.0
4.5
4.5
4.0
2.5
4.0
4.5

post
3.0
4.5
4.5
4.0
2.0

Siqned
0.0
0.0

a b s d i f f Order
0.0
X
0.0

rank

X

3.5
4.0

Sum

6.5
5.0
4.5
4.0
1.0

4.5
4.0
3.0
1.9
0.0

1.0
-0.5
-1.0
-3.0
-5.0

Hign

Q3
Median

Q2
Low

s i q n e d r.snk

Appendix G
Composite Scores for Experimental and Control Pretests and
Posttests
Pretests
G ~ O U D student Comwosit
#2
1.0
EXD
1.5
Control
Control
Control
control
control
control
control
control
control
control
control
control
exw
exD
control
control
control
control
exw
control
control
control
control
control
exD
exw
exD
exD
exw
control
control
exw
exD
exw
exD
exw
exw
exo
exw
exw
exw
exD
exD
exw
exw
exD
control

Order
1.0
2.0
3.0
4.0
5.0

rank

Contro

exD

6.0

sum of po re-test 773.0

Appendix G ( c o n t i n u e d )
Composite Scores f o r Experimental and C o n t r o l P r e t e s t s and
Posttests
Posttests
arouu
control
control
control
control
control
control
control
control
control
exu
control
control
ex^

control
control
control
control
control
exu
control
exu
control
control
control
control
exu
exu
exu
control
control
control
exu
exu
exu
exu
exu
exu
exD
exu
exu
exu
exu
exu
exu
exu
exD
exu
ex13

student
#3
#10
#11
#14
#15
#17
#2
#4
#18
#11
#16
#20
#4
#1
#6
#12
#23
#24
#12
#9
#2
#7
#13
#19

Order
1.0
2.0
3.0
4.0
5.0

rank
1.5

1.5

4.5
4.5
4.5

sum of
sum of

c o n t r o exD

Appendix H
Hispanic/Haitian Experimental Scores by Evaluator A
Student
H i s p a n i c #2
H a i t i a n #11
Hispanic#4
H i s p a n i c #1
Haitian #6
H a i t i a n #8
H i s p a n i c #9
H a i t i a n #12
H a i t i a n #13
H a i t i a n #14
H i s p a n i c #17
Hispanic#18
Haitian #21
H i s p a n i c #24
Hispanic#3
H a i t i a n #5
H a i t i a n #10
H a i t i a n #20
H a i t i a n #15
Hispanic#16
H i s p a n i c #19
H a i t i a n #22
H i s p a n i c #7
Hispanic #23

Score
1.0
1.0
1.5
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.5
4.0

order
1.0
2.0
3.0
4.0
5.0
6.0
7.0
8.0
9.0
10.0
11.0
12.0
13.0
14.0
15.0
16.0
17.0
18.0
19.0
20.0
21.0
22.0
23.0
24.0

rank

Hispanic H a i t i a n

1.5

1.5

1.5
3.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
16.5
16.5
16.5
16.5
20.5
20.5
20.5
20.5
23.0
24.0

Sum of Hispanic Rank = 154.0
Sum of Haitian Rank= 146.0

1.5
3.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
9.0
16.5
16.5
16.5
16.5
20.5
20.5
20.5
20.5
23.0
24.0

Appendix I
Hispanic/Haitian Experimental Scores by Evaluator B
Student

Hispanic #2
Hispanic #1
Hispanic #4
Haitian #11
Hispanic #3
Haitian #5
Haitian #6
Hispanic #9
Haitian #12
Haitian #15
Hispanic #18
Hispanic #19
Haitian #21
Haitian #22
Hispanic#23
Haitian #8
Haitian #10
Haitian #13
Hispanic #17
Haitian #20
Hispanic #24
Hispanic#7
Haitian #14
Hispanic #16

Score

order

rank

Hispanic Haitian

0.0
1.0
1.0
1.5
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
3.0
3.0
3.0

1.0
2.0
3.0
4.0
5.0
6.0
7.0
8.0
9.0
10.0
11.0
12.0
13.0
14.0
15.0
16.0
17.0
18.0
19.0
20.0
21.0
22.0
23.0
24.0

1.0

1.0
2.5
2.5

Sum of Hispanic Rank = 139.0
Sum of Haitian Rank = 161.0

2.5

2.5
4.0
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.0
10.0
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
23.0
23.0
23.0

Appendix J
Hispanic/Haitian Control Scores by Evaluator A

Student
H a i t i a n #2
H a i t i a n #3
Hispanic#10
H i s p a n i c #14
H i s p a n i c #15
H i s p a n i c #17
H a i t i a n #20
H a i t i a n #4
Hispanic #11
Hispanic#18
Haitian #1
H a i t i a n #16
H a i t i a n #19
Hispanic #6
H i s p a n i c #12
Hispanic #13
H a i t i a n #23
H a i t i a n #24
Hispanic #5
H i s p a n i c #7
Hispanic#8
H a i t i a n #9
H a i t i a n #21
H a i t i a n #22

Score
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.5
1.5
1.5
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5

Order
1.0
2.0
3.0
4.0
5.0
6.0
7.0
8.0
9.0
10.0
11.0
12.0
13.0
14.0
15.0
16.0
17.0
18.0
19.0
20.0
21.0
22.0
23.0
24.0

rank
2.0
2.0
2.0
5.5
5.5
5.5
5.5
9.0
9.0
9.0
12.0
12.0
12.0
16.0
16.0
16.0
16.0
16.0
21.5
21.5
21.5
21.5
21.5
21.5

Sum of Hispanic Rank = 149.0
Sum of Haitian Rank = 151.0

HispanicHaitian
2.0
2.0
2.0
5.5
5.5
5.5
5.5
9.0
9.0
9.0
12.0
12.0
12.0
16.0
16.0
16.0
16.0
16.0
21.5
21.5
21.5
21.5
21.5
21.5

Appendix K
Hispanic/Haitian Control Scores by Evaluator B
Student
Haitian
Hispanic
Hispanic
Haitian
Hispanic
Haitian
Hispanic
Hispanic
Hispanic
Haitian
Hispanic
Hispanic
Haitian
Haitian
Haitian
Hispanic
Haitian
Haitian
Hispanic
Hispanic
Hispanic
Haitian
Haitian
Haitian

Score

order

#3
#10
#11
#4
#6
#9
#12
#14
#15
#16
#17
#18
$23
#24
#l
#7

#21
#2
#5
#8
#13
#20
#22
#19

Sum of Hispanic Rank
Sum of Haitian Rank

=

=

136.0

164.0

rank

Hispanic Haitian

Appendix L
Comparison of Evaluators' Scores: Experimental Pretest

Eval B
Eval A
Eval A
Eval B
Eval B
Eval A
Eval B
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval A
Eval A

Student
#2
#2
#11
#1
#4
#4
#11
#1
#6
#8
#9
#12
#13
#14
#17
#18
#21
#24
#3
#5
#6
#9
#12
#15
#18
#19
#21
#22
#23
#3
#5
#10
#20
#8
#10
#13
#17
#20
#24
#15
#16
#19
#22
#7
#14
#16
#7
#23

score
0.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.5
1.5
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.5
4.0

order
1.0
2.0
3.0
4.0
5.0
6.0
7.0
8.0
9.0
10.0
11.0
12.0
13.0
14.0
15.0
16.0
17.0
18.0
19.0
20.0
21.0
22.0
23.0
24.0
25.0
26.0
27.0
28.0
29.0
30.0
31.0
32.0
33.0
34.0
35.0
36.0
37.0
38.0
39.0
40.0
41.0
42.0
43.0
44.0
45.0
46.0
47.0
48.0

rank
1.0
3.5
3.5
3.5
3.5
6.5
6.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
43.0
43.0
43.0
43.0
43.0
43.0
43.0
47.0
48.0

Eval A

Eval B rank
1.0

3.5
3.5
6.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5

34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5

43.0
43.0
43.0
43.0

47.0
48.0

sum of
622.0
sum of pre-test Eva1554.0

Appendix M
Comparison of Evaluators' Scores:

Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eva1
Eval
Eval

A
A
A
A
A
A

Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eva1
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval

B

Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval

Student
#14

score
0.5

order
1.0
2.0

rank
1.5
1.5

Control Pretest

Eval A rank Eval B rank

A

A
B
B
B

B
B
B

B
B
B
B
B
B

B

A
A
A
A
A

A
A
A
B
B
B
B
B

A
A
A
A
B
B
B
B
A

A
A

A

B
sum of
650.5
sum of m e . - t e s t Eval B 525.5

Appendix N
Comparison of Evaluators' Scores: Experimental
Posttest

Eval B
Eval A
Eval A
Eva1 B
Eval B
Eval A
Eval B
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eva1 A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eva1 B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval A
Eval A
Eva1 A
Eval A
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval A
Eval A
Eval A
Eva1 A
Eval B
Eval B
Eval B
Eval A
Eval A

Student
#2
#2

#11
#1
#4
#4
#11
#1
#6
#8
#9
#12
#13
#14
#17
#18
#21
#24
#3
#5
#6
#9
#12
#15
#18
#19
#21
#22
#23
#3
#5
#10
#20
#8
#10
#13
#17
#20
#24
#15
#16
#19
#22
#7
#14
#16
#7
#23

score

order

0.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.5
1.5
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.5
4.0

1.0
2.0
3.0
4.0
5.0
6.0
7.0
8.0
9.0
10.0
11.0
12.0
13.0
14.0
15.0
16.0
17.0
18.0
19.0
20.0
21.0
22.0
23.0
24.0
25.0
26.0
27.0
28.0
29.0
30.0
31.0
32.0
33.0
34.0
35.0
36.0
37.0
38.0
39.0
40.0
41.0
42.0
43.0
44.0
45.0
46.0
47.0
48.0

rank
1.0
3.5
3.5
3.5
3.5
6.5
6.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5
43.0
43.0
43.0
43.0
43.0
43.0
43.0
47.0
48.0

sum of
sum of

Eval A
3.5
3.5
6.5

Eval B Irank
1.0
3.5
3.5
6.5

18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5
18.5

34.5
34.5
34.5
34.5

43.0
43.0
43.0
43.0

47.0
48.0
622.0

re-test Eval 554.0

Appendix 0

Comparison of Evaluators' Scores: Control Posttest
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval

Studen
#2
#3
#10
#3
#10
#14
#15
#17
#20
#11

Score
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

order
1.0
2.0
3.0

rank
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
8.0
8.0
8.0
8.0

Eval A
3.0
3.0
3.0

Eval B rank

Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval

Eval
Eval
Eval
Eval

sum of
626.0
sum of oost-test

550.0

